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Dear Sir: 

A Request for Continued Examination (RCE) under 37 CFR 1 .1 14 is made regarding the above 
referenced patent application. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner consider the following 
submission, consisting of the following remarks. 



The above-referenced patent application has been reviewed in light of the Final Office Action, 
dated August 22 nd , 2001 , and the Advisory Action, dated January 1 1 , 2002 in which: Claims 5, 6 and 
1 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph; claims 1 , 3-6 and 11-16 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Takahashi (hereinafter "Takahashi (824)", US Patent No. 
6,037,824); claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Takahashi (hereinafter 
"Takahashi (689)", US Patent No. 5,982,689); claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Takahashi (824); claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
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unpatentable over Takahashi (689) in* further view of Takahashi (824). Reconsideration of the above- 
referenced patent application in view of the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

It is initially noted that in the Advisory Action, the filing date of the previously filed amendment 
was marked as January 3 rd , 2002, when it was actually mailed via express mail on December 3 rd , 2001 . 
Therefore, the filing date should properly indicate December 3 rd , 2001 . A copy of the transmittal form 
including the certificate of mailing is attached for reference. 

Claims 1 and 3-24 are now pending the above-referenced patent application. No claims have 
been cancelled, added, or amended. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 5, 6 and 11-16 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. The 
rejection of these claims by the Examiner is respectfully traversed. 

According to the Examiner, "Regarding claim 5, the recitation ' a first and second inverter... and 
an inverted output terminal of said p-type sense amp/ On lines 2-6 is indefinite because it is 
misdescriptive. 

According to figure 5, the first inverter (520) and the second inverter (530) each does not have 
pull-up and a pull down terminal as claimed." 

However, this is not what Figure 5 shows. Figure 5 shows that both inverter 520 and inverter 
530 each have a pull-up and pull-down terminal . Inverter 520 has a pull-up terminal coupled to 
transistor 540, and a pull-down terminal coupled to transistor 570. Inverter 530 has a pull-up terminal 
coupled to transistor 560, and a pull-down terminal coupled to transistor 550. However, the preceding 
is just one embodiment, and the claimed subject matter is not limited to just this configuration. It is 
respectfully asserted that the Examiner has misinterpreted figure 5 and the associated detailed 
description, and claim 5 is, therefore, in condition for allowance. Claim 6 depends from claim 5, and it 
is respectfully asserted that claim 6 is, therefore, also in a condition for allowance. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 1 1 , stating that lt [l]t is unclear how the 'differential circuit is 
evaluated' and what is to be evaluated. The recitation 'sensing differential output signals via a 
differential sense circuit' on line 4 is indefinite because it is unclear what 'differential output signals' are 
to be sensed." 
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It is respectfully asserted that it is well-known in the art what is meant by the phrase "evaluating 
said differential circuit". Quoting from the specification, page 4, lines 1-7, "[A]s those of skill in the art 
would be aware, such electronic signal values are typically produced by such differential and/or 
dynamic circuitry as a result of an evaluate operation. ... [S]uch a technique typically comprises pre- 
charging such circuitry, applying input signals to such circuitry and then applying an input electronic 
signal, which causes such circuitry to 'evaluate' the input signals and produce a corresponding output 
signal." It is respectfully asserted that both recitations quoted by the Examiner are adequately 
described, and one of ordinary skill in the relevant art would know what was and was not covered by 
the recited claim language. It is well-established that an applicant does not have a duty to describe 
elements that are well known in the art. Additionally, as stated in Spectra- Physics, Inc. v. Coherent, 
Inc., 827 F.2d 1524, 3 USPQ2d 1737 (Fed. Cir. 1987), "A patent need not teach, and preferably omits, 
what is well known in the art." It is respectfully asserted that "evaluating" in this context would be well- 
known to one skilled in the relevant art, and, therefore, the present application properly omits 
unnecessary details. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 , 3-6 and 11-16 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Takahashi (824). It is respectfully asserted that the foregoing claims, as amended, are in 
a condition for allowance. 

It is well-established that in order to establish a prima facie case of anticipation under 102 of the 
patent statute, the Examiner must a provide prior art document that meets each and every element and 
limitation of the rejected claim. Therefore, even if a single element or limitation is not met by the 
asserted document, then the Examiner has not succeeded in establishing a prima facie case. 

Applicants begin with claim 1 . Claim 1 recites: 

" A circuit comprising: 

a differential sense circuit; 

a latch; 



3 



Attorney Docket: 042390.P8530 

said differential sense circuit and said latch being coupled so as to form a differential sense 
latch such that, in operation, an electronic signal stored in said latch is retained for at least one clock 
cycle, wherein said differential sense circuit is coupled to said latch in a push-pull configuration." 

According to the Examiner, "Regarding claim 1, figure 7 of Takahashi shows a circuit 
comprising: a differential sense circuit (210, 220, 231); a latch (233); said differential sense circuit and 
said latch being coupled so as to form a differential sense latch such that, in operation, an electronic 
signal stored in the latch is retained for at least one clock cycle, wherein said differential sense circuit is 
coupled to said latch in a push-pull (P31 , N31, P32, N32)." 

However, contrary to the Examiner's opinion, Takahashi (824) does not recite all of the 
elements of claim 1 . As just an example, Takahashi (824) does not disclose a latch as claimed and 
described by Applicants. Figure 7 of Takahashi (824) discloses a latch consisting of cross-coupled 
NAND gates. This latch configuration was disclosed by Applicants as prior art in the detailed 
description page 5, lines 4-12. It is respectfully asserted that not only has the Examiner not made a 
prima facie case of anticipation under 102 of the patent statute, but that the latch as claimed and 
described by Applicants solves a problem inherent in the design disclosed in Takahashi (824). It is 
respectfully asserted that the cited patent clearly fails to meet each and every element and limitation of 
claim 1, and the allowance of claim 1 is respectfully requested. 

Claims 3-6 depend upon and include all limitations of claim 1 , and patentably distinguish from 
Takahashi (824) for at least the same reasons as claim 1 . It is, therefore, respectfully asserted that 
claims 3-6 are in a condition for allowance. 

Claim 1 1 patentably distinguishes from the cited patent for at least reasons similar to claim 1 . It 
is, therefore, respectfully asserted that claim 11 is in a condition for allowance. 

Claims 12-16 depend from and include all limitations of claim 1 1 . It is respectfully asserted that 
claims 12-16 patentably distinguish from Takahashi (824) for at least the same reasons as claim 1 1 , 
and are, therefore, in a condition for allowance. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Takahashi 
(689). Applicants are unable to find the differential circuit and specific components cited by the 

4 



Attorney Docket: 042390.P8530 



Examiner in Figure 7 of Takahashi (689). It is respectfully requested that either clarification be 
provided, or the rejection to claim 10 be withdrawn. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takahashi (824). The rejection of claim 7 by the Examiner is respectfully traversed. 

According to the Examiner, "[F]igure 7 of Takahashi (824) includes all of the limitations of the 
present invention except for the limitation that the sense amplifier comprises an n-type sense amplifier. 
However, it is well known in the art that the n-type or the p-type sense amplifier is used depending on 
the selection of supply voltages to make them conductive. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to use the n-type sense amplifier to 
conform to the 'high lever input signals." However, the elements of the Takahashi (824) patent cited by 
the Examiner fail to make a prima facie case of obviousness under the patent statute. 

It is well-known that in order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria 
must be met. First, the Examiner must show a suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify a prior art 
reference or combine two or more prior art references. Second, the Examiner must show a reasonable 
expectation of success in making this combination or modification. Third, the Examiner must show that 
the combination or modification, if proper, contains all of the elements of the application under 
examination. If any of these elements are not met, the Examiner has failed to establish a successful 
prima facie case of obviousness. It is respectfully asserted that the Examiner has failed to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness in regard to this claim. 

As just an example, the Takahashi (824) patent fails to recite all of the elements of claim 1 . As 
stated previously, Takahashi (824) does not disclose a latch as claimed and described by Applicants. 
Figure 7 of Takahashi (824) discloses a latch consisting of cross-coupled NAND gates. It is respectfully 
asserted that the Examiner has not cited a prior art document that contains all of the elements of claim 
7, even when combined with knowledge generally available to one skilled in the art. Therefore, claim 7 
is in condition for allowance. 
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The Examiner has rejected claims 17-24 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takahashi (689) further in view of Takahashi (824). The rejection of these claims by the Examiner is 
respectfully traversed. 

According to the Examiner, "[FJigure 1 of Takahashi (689) show an integrated circuit (IC) 
comprising: a plurality of data paths, at least one of said data paths comprising: a differential circuit 
(SA) and a differential sense latch (CELL, M31 , M41, M1 1 , M21), wherein said differential sense latch 
comprises a differential sense circuit (M31 , M41 , M1 1 , M21 ) and a jam-latch (CELL) coupled such that, 
in operation, an electronic signal based, at least in part, on differential output terminals of said 
differential circuit is stored in said jam-latch; not disclosed is the differential sense circuit is coupled to 
said jam-latch in a push-pull configuration. Figure 7 of Takahashi (824) teaches a differential circuit 
(210), and a differential sense latch (231 , 232, 233) wherein the differential sense circuit (231 , 232) is 
coupled to the latch (233) in a push-pull configuration..." 

Contrary to the Examiner's opinion, the cited patents do not establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, or even show or describe all of the elements of the rejected claims. As just an example, 
and as stated previously, Takahashi (824) does not disclose a latch as claimed and described by 
Applicants. Additionally, Takahashi (689) also does not disclose a latch as claimed and described. The 
latch as claimed and described by Applicants solves a problem inherent in the design disclosed in 
Takahashi (824). It is respectfully asserted that even if the combination of Takahashi (689) with 
Takahashi (824) were proper, although Applicants believe that it is not, it would still fail to meet all of 
the elements of the rejected claims. Therefore, it is respectfully asserted that claims 17-24 are in a 
condition for allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully asserted that all claims in this application are in 
condition for allowance. If the Examiner has any questions, he is invited to contact the undersigned at 
(503) 264-9427. Reconsideration of this patent application and early allowance of all the claims, as 
amended, is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Howard A. Skaist 

Senior Intellectual Property Attorney 
Reg. No. 36,008 



Dated: 

' -/at- 



c/o Blakely, Sokoloff, Taylor & Zafman, LLP 
12400 Wilshire Blvd., Seventh Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(503) 264-0967 
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